. (a) Maize production in thousands of tonnes (Kt) of fresh matter from our estimation, Kalmanovitz et al. [1] , and other sources [2, 5, 9] . (b) The area under maize in thousands of hectares (Khas) from several sources [2, 5, 9] and our estimation for 1915, 1925-1928, and 1932. We did not use the series of Kalmanovitz et al. [1] or the area data from the other sources without adjustment since it entailed assuming an incredible rise in yields, a significant recovery of the area harvested after the food crisis in 1927, and a negation of the reduction in the area under basic grains. Instead of that, we have made a conservative estimation considering the limitations of yields during the period and allowing for the expansion of commercial crops (like coffee) over staple crops described by the historiography of the country [9] [10] [11] . 
Sugarcane
The data on sugar cane before 1961 is usually the amount of centrifuged sugar produced ( Figure  S2 (b)). non-centrifugated sugar and molasses, very relevant during the first half of the twentieth century, are not taken into account in the studies. We standardize the values before 1961 with the information in FAOSTAT. The yield of centrifuged, non-centrifuged sugar and molasses in the 1940s ranged between 10-11% of cut sugarcane [12] (p. 85), so we apply 0.1 to the data in Kalmanovitz et al. [1] and to the whole sugarcane production in several sources for 1915, 1925, 1928, 1934-1935, 1937-1939, 1942, 1945-1946, 1948-1950 [2, 5, 9, [12] [13] [14] [15] [16] [17] . For the years in between, we use the value of the ratio of centrifuged over non-centrifuged sugarcane. This ratio moved from 0. 18 
Coffee
Data for coffee production between 1915 and 1947 is from GRECO [18] These series shows the effect of the Great Depression and WWII better than Kalmanovitz et al. [1] . We used the data in Kalmanovitz et al. [1] for 1948-1950, as it is consistent with figures in Atkinson [13] . The latter was also used between 1950 and 1960. After 1960 the information comes from FAOSTAT, as usual [19] . Regarding the area in the 1915 Yearbook, there is no information for Caldas. The area under coffee in this source is 46,295 has. However, Caldas was the primary producer with a share of 30% of the total coffee production in the country. Due to its relevance, we estimated this area by applying the average yield of the other departments (830 kg/h). This leads to an area of 25,370 has, so the total national area under coffee in 1915 is 71,665 has (see table S1 ). There is information on area for 1925/27 [9, 14] , 1932/34 [15, 16] , 1946 [12] , and 1948-1960 [13] , and FAOSTAT as of 1961 [19] . The years in between were figured by linear interpolation. Table S1 . Coffee area and production in Colombia by departments 1915.
Regarding the yields, we observe a decreasing trend during the first half of the century from 930 kg/has in 1915 to 450 kg/has on average during IIWW ( Figure S3 (a) ). This is read by Cárdenas et al. [20] as a weakening of the coffee economy that began after the Great Depression. They argue that after 1945 prices grew ( Figure S3 (b) ), but the area and the production did not. Plantations deteriorated, and the productivity per hectare fell to 1% [20] . However, our data on exportations and area does not fit well with this story. . Sources: for the coffee area and production see the text. Excelso coffee prices are from the Federación de Cafeteros de Colombia [21] .
Based on the series of GRECO, between 1915 and 1955 the production and the area under coffee, in physical terms, rose on average at 6% annually. Production increased four-fold and the area tenfold. Coffee production grew from 67 Mt to 377. The area increased from 71 Khas in 1915 to 360 Khas in 1932/34 and to more than 800 Khas in 1955. After 1955 the expansion in production and area slowed down until the 1970s when the coffee production and the international prices rose again ( Figure S3 (b)).
Our interpretation of the decline in yields is related to the expansion of the agrarian frontier, instead of the loss of dynamism in coffee production. The land ploughed for coffee expanded at 5% annually until 1946, but the population growth in the coffee zone was slower. We gathered data for the population in Antioquia and Caldas for 1918, 1928, 1938, and 1951 to test this [22] [23] [24] [25] . The average rate of growth of the population during these years was 2.5%. In the case of the rural population, the average growth rate was 1.6%, but only data for 1928, 1938, and 1951 is available. If we look at the evolution in Caldas, the most dynamic zone, population growth (3.1%) remained lower than the area expansion. The greater dynamism of the frontier expansion over the available labor could explain the decrease of the yields during the first half of the century. After 1955 the production grew slowly, while the area stabilized. This is partly related to advances in intensification during the 1960s. However, the increase in yields took off with the rise of international prices during the 1970s ( Figure  S3 ). The spread of new technologies (i.e., new species, management, and fertilizers) allowed to reduce the land devoted to cultivating coffee. Source: the series on cattle are from Kalmanovitz et al. (1915 Kalmanovitz et al. ( -1997 and FAOSTAT (1998 FAOSTAT ( -2015 . Pasture for 1950 is from Varela [56] and 1960/70 from the national agrarian census [57, 58] . As of 1992, there is annual data from UCL-CCI in FAOSTAT [19] .
Sources for Conversion Factors
We use data from UCCL-CCI in FAOSTAT for pasture (16 Mhas) and shrubland (7.5 Mhas) during 1992-2015 to estimate the area devoted to pastureland for grassing since it fits well with the data in the 2014 agrarian census, and because the "permanent meadows and pastures" series from FAOSTAT is an aggregate category, which makes difficult the cattle density estimation. We are perhaps underestimating the series between 1961 and 1992 and overestimating it between 1992 and 2015 ( Figure S4 (b) ), however, the data is not conclusive among the sources.
The FAOSTAT series is almost constant between 1961 and 2015, 35 Mhas and 41 Mhas respectively ( Figure S4 (a) ). In the land cover map of 2010-2012, the addition of pastures (17.5 Mhas), grassland (14.5 Mhas), shrubland (2.5 Mhas), and secondary vegetation (4 Mhas) raises to 38.5 Mhas. Lastly, natural and seeded pastures in the 2014 census amount to 24.8 Mhas, but if we add shrubs (9.6), it reaches 34.4 Mhas. According to these data, the area under pastures and permanent meadows during 2010-2015 ranges between 34.4 and 41 Mhas, and the area for grassing must range between 17 Mhas (pasture) and 24 Mhas (when we add natural grassland for grassing). Our pastureland series match well with these values, but we cannot say the same for shrublands & other since it is our residue. The highest differences between our aggregate data and the FAOSTAT series reach 5% of the total land area, so, if the FAOSTAT series is right, there is some room to improve. 
Domestic Extraction of Pasture

Average Weight of Livestock
The average weight of livestock was estimated tracing the evolution of the most critical animal in pasture extraction: cattle. Additionally, we introduced some historical variation for other species when the data was available. The information on the average weight was compiled from the sources specified in the main text (see section 2.2 in the article). Besides, in the case of cattle, we have adjusted the average weight by accounting the age structure given by Kalmanovitz et al. 
Nutritional Requirements of Livestock
We use animal weight (Table S6 ) and nutritional requirements to obtain the feed intake (see section 2.1 in the article for sources). We use between 2.5% and 3% of body weight as a yardstick except in the case of pigs since the available information is a diet of corn and soybean [60] . In this case, we estimate a general dry matter equivalent by applying the gross calorific value (GCV) for Maize and legumes used as fodder in Guzmán et al. [26] and the average GCV in Csiro [61] 
Sensitivity Analysis of Nutritional Requirement of Livestock and Biomass Extraction
The nutritional requirements of the animals were compared with the average feed intake for the Latin American given by Krausmann et al. [62] . This tests confirms the usefulness of our age adjustment for cattle ( Figure S5 (b) ). For other livestock, we found differences between using our data and using the values from Krausmann et al. [62] . The most relevant case is the difference in the nutritional requirements of pigs ( Figure 5 (a) ). The gap between the two series increases during the twentieth century despite that the dietary requirement as a percentage of the body weight decreases (see section 5.2). This is due to the exceptional increase in the average weight of pigs, that moved from 70 kg in 1918 to 108 kg in 2016 (Table S7) . Moreover, this does not detract from our estimations, since the nutritional requirements of cattle constitute 80% of total needs and that for pigs, although growing since 2006, is less than 8%. There are several series of biomass extraction in Colombia from 1970 until 2015 (Figure 6 (a) ), but they are not entirely comparable with ours due to follow the MFA methodology. These series account for pasture in dry matter, while the rest of the biomass remains in fresh matter units (see section 2.1 in the article). The only comparable feature is the intensity of the biomass extraction ( Figure 5 (b) ). Our series shows lower growth, due to the water content. As we explain in section 3 of the article, the biomass extracted from cropland has increased more within the cash crops with high water content than within the basic grains. This is the case of fruits, oil crops, and especially sugarcane, in which the water content amounts to more than 25 M tonnes, a fifth of the total dry matter accounted at the end of the period. A point in common among the series is the drop after 2006-08, driven by a shrinking in the cattle population. 
NPP series
